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The Tennessee S e l f  Concept Scale  As A D i f f e r e n t i a to r  
Of Delinquent Female Subgroups^
Rebecca R. Cohn 
U n iv e rs i ty  o f  Oklahoma
Summary
Three b e h a v io ra l ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  subgroups o f  female de­
l in q u e n ts  (N=15) were e s ta b l i s h e d  through nominations by s t a f f  and 
d e l in q u e n t  p e e r s .  The Tennessee S e l f  Concept Scale was adminis­
t e r e d  to  th e se  groups to  t e s t  hypotheses generated  by a previous 
in v e s t ig a t i o n  w ith  males. These were: (a) to  determine i f  compa­
ra b le  female subgroups e x i s t ,  and (b) i f  th e se  groups could then 
be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  on the  b a s is  o f  s e l f  concept. No d if fe ren c es  
were found between the  th re e  female subgroups. The f ind ings  sug­
g e s t  t h a t  th e  nomination ca te g o r ie s  used were not b eh av io ra l ly  r e ­
le v an t  fo r  g i r l s .
^This pap er  i s  based on a d i s s e r t a t i o n  subm itted to  the  Uni­
v e r s i t y  o f  Oklahoma in  p a r t i a l  f u l f i l lm e n t  o f  the  requirements fo r  
th e  Ph.D. d eg ree . The a u th o rs '  s in c e re  a p p re c ia t io n  i s  extended to  
th e  Oklahoma Department o f  P ublic  W elfare, and to  Dr. 0. C. E lsea , 
s u p e rv iso r  o f  th e  Psycholog ical U nit,  and to  Dr. Eugene Kerfoot, 
C l in ic a l  D ire c to r  a t  Tecumseh S ta te  School f o r  G i r l s ,  fo r  t h e i r  
support  and a s s i s ta n c e  in  t h i s  re s e a rc h .
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In t ro d u c t io n
Most re sea rch  on d e l in q u en ts  has co n cen tra ted  on male s u b je c t s ,  
and has t r a d i t i o n a l l y  viewed the  de lin q u en t  as a uniform group to  
be compared w ith  a "norm" group. The f in d in g s  have feq u en tly  been 
c o n f l i c t i n g  and eq u ivoca l.  One o f th e  major d i f f i c u l t i e s  re s id es  
in  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  term "d e l in q u en t"  has l i t t l e  o r  no su b s ta n t iv e  
meaning. At the  p re sen t  t im e ,  "de l in q u en t"  i s  an ambiguous label 
covering  any yo u th fu l  b e h av io r  the  p u b l ic  and c o u r ts  rega rd  as de­
v i a n t .  F i t t s  § Hamner (1969) re p o r t  th a t  the  major d i f f i c u l t y  in  
delinquency re sea rc h  i s  th e  d e f in in g  and sampling o f  de lin q u en t  and 
non-de linquen t p o p u la t io n s .  They s t a t e ,  "There i s  always th e  p o s s i ­
b i l i t y  t h a t  th e  two groups d i f f e r  on some v a r ia b le  o th e r  than  th a t  
o f  d e linquen t b eh av io r  and th a t  some u n c o n tro l le d  v a r i a b le  may ac­
count fo r  the  d i f f e r e n c e "  . . . [ p . 2]. K ie s le r  (1966) n o te s  th a t  the 
assumption o f  u n ifo rm ity  has hampered r a t h e r  than  c l a r i f i e d  c ru c ia l  
v a r ia b le s  in  delinquency .
A re c en t  s tudy  by K elton (1969) suggests  a more f r u i t f u l  ap­
proach. He found th a t  male d e lin q u en ts  can be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  on 
the  b a s i s  o f  th e  s e l f  concept in to  th re e  subgroups la b e le d ,  
"M aladap tives ,"  "L o se rs ,"  and " I n t e g r a to r s , "  each w ith  i t s  own 
d i s t i n c t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  Kelton re p o r te d  th e  M aladaptive to  be 
th e  most d i s l ik e d  o f th e  de l in q u en ts  by h i s  peer  group. This was 
a t t r i b u t e d  to  h i s  b a s ic  lack  o f  i d e n t i t y .  The Loser was desc ribed  
as having a s t ro n g  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  with a "bom  lo s e r "  image, and 
appeared to  ga in  re c o g n i t io n  through d is p la y in g  th e  b e h av io r  o f  a
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"L oser" . The I n te g r a to r  was found to  be r e l a t i v e l y  s a t i s f i e d  with 
h im se lf ,  and h is  p r o f i l e  on the  Tennessee S e l f  Concept Scale 
looked more l ik e  t h a t  o f  th e  norm group.
K e lto n 's  f ind ings , i f  supported in  fu tu r e  re se a rc h ,  w i l l  o f f e r  
v a lu ab le  th e ra p e u t i c  in fo rm ation  th a t  could be u t i l i z e d  in  a d i f f e r ­
e n t i a l  t re a tm en t program. His s tudy  a lso  r a i s e d  the  question  o f  
whether t h i s  techn ique  fo r  id e n t i fy in g  male subgroups would y ie ld  
th e  same r e s u l t s  i s  r e p l i c a t e d  with female s u b je c t s .
P resen t  knowledge o f  the  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d if f e re n c e s  between 
male and female d e lin q u en ts  i s  very sp a rse  and mostly l im ited  to  
t h a t  which emerges from th e  s t a t i s t i c s  kept by government agenc ies .  
The C h i ld re n 's  Bureau (1963) re p o r te d  th a t  more than h a l f  o f  th e  
o ffen se s  committed by g i r l s  were fo r  conduct which c h a ra c te r iz e s  
ju v e n i le  b eh av io r ;  ( tru an cy , v io la t in g  curfew, ungovernable be­
h av io r)  whereas h a l f  o f  the  o ffenses  f o r  which boys were r e f e r r e d  
to  c o u r ts  were f o r  p roperty  o f fen se s .  Reckless (1967) questions  
w hether th e se  d i f f e r e n c e s  in d ic a te  a r e a l  b eh av io ra l  d i f f e r e n t i a l  
o r  merely a d i f f e r e n t i a l  s o c i e t a l  concern. The p au c ity  o f  resea rch  
on the  female d e lin q u en t  p r e s e n t ly  leaves  t h i s  ques tio n  unanswered.
While th e  p re s e n t  s tudy  was e s s e n t i a l l y  a r e p l i c a t io n  o f  
K e l to n 's  s tu d y , i t  was designed to  explore  th e  s e l f  concept as a 
d i f f e r e n t i a t o r  o f  d i s t i n c t  subgroups w ith in  a de linquen t female 
p o p u la t io n .  Although the  re sea rch  was conducted in  a d i f f e r e n t  i n ­
s t i t u t i o n ,  th e re  were s i m i l a r i t i e s  in  the  tre a tm en t programs and 
a d m in is t r a t iv e  s t r u c t u r e s ,  s in c e  both i n s t i t u t i o n s  were lo ca ted  in
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the  same s t a t e ,  su p erv ised  and funded by the  Department o f  Welfare, 
and th e  ad o lescen t  cases were ad ju d ica ted  by the  same c o u r ts .
This re sea rc h  then  re p re sen ted  an attempt to  i d e n t i f y  sub­
groups o f  female d e l in q u e n ts  in  o rder to  determine i f  th e r e  were 
d i s t i n c t i v e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  d i f f e re n c e s  in  s e l f  concept among these  
groups in  any way analogous t o  K e lton 's  f in d in g  f o r  males.
Method
S e le c t io n  o f  S u b jec ts
S u b jec ts  were ad ju d ic a te d  de linquen t g i r l s ,  13 to  17 years  of 
age, a t  a S ta te  School. Three groups (each N=5) were s e le c te d  from 
th e  t o t a l  p o p u la t io n  o f  128 g i r l s  on th e  b a s is  o f  p ee r  group and 
c o t ta g e  committee nom inations . Two s e t s  o f  peer  group r a t in g  forms 
were adm in is te red  to  a l l  g i r l s  in  th e  f iv e  c o t ta g e s .  One form was 
designed  to  i d e n t i f y  g i r l s  who were most and l e a s t  l ik e  a t h e o r e t i c a l  
M aladaptive p re sen te d  in  a paragraph about a g i r l  named Linda.
Linda i s  not l ik e d  by most o f  the  g i r l s  in  the  
c o t ta g e .  She does th in g s  which make the  o th e r  g i r l s  
mad a t  h e r .  She o f te n  c a l l s  the  o th e r  g i r l s  names 
they  do no t l ik e  b u t  cannot take  i t  when they  do the  
same to  h e r .  Most o f  the  time she i s  no t ab le  to  
keep h e r  nose out o f  o th e r  p e o p le 's  b u s in e s s .  Some­
tim es she ta k es  c i g a r e t t e  b u t t s  from ash t r a y s  and 
smokes them. When o th e r  g i r l s  make fun o f  h e r ,  she
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u s u a l ly  c r i e s .  No one r e a l ly  understands h e r ;  and she 
does not seem to  know who she i s ,  what she i s  doing, 
o r  why she i s  doing i t .
The o th e r  form was designed to  id e n t i f y  g i r l s  who were most and 
l e a s t  l i k e  a t h e o r e t i c a l  Loser p resen ted  in  a paragraph about a 
g i r l  named Mona.
Mona f e e l s  l ik e  she i s  a bo m  lo s e r .  Nothing 
good ever happens to  h e r  and she f e e l s  l ik e  th e  world 
i s  a g a in s t  h e r .  Everything she p lan s  tu rn s  out bad 
and she f e e l s  t h a t  l i f e  i s  u n fa i r  to  her. She th in k s  
t h a t  she i s  not ab le  to  do much about what i s  going 
to  happen to  h e r  and i s  a f r a id  th a t  no m a tte r  what 
she does, she w i l l  ge t in to  a lo t  more t ro u b le  with 
th e  law.
Below th e se  model paragraphs was a l i s t  o f  names o f  the g i r l s  l iv in g  
in  a p a r t i c u l a r  c o t ta g e .  In s t ru c t io n s  f o r  id e n t i fy in g  th e  Mala­
d ap tiv e  and Loser were i d e n t i c a l  f o r  the  two paragraphs and req u ired  
t h a t  th e  s u b je c t  read  the  model parag raph , and from the  l i s t  o f  
names (1) c i r c l e  the  names o f  th e  5 g i r l s  who were most l ik e  the  
d e s c r ip t iv e  paragraph and (2) u n d e r l in e  th e  names o f  5 g i r l s  who 
were l e a s t  l ik e  th e  paragraph . K e lto n 's  (1969) o rd e r  and time i n ­
t e r v a l  o f  a d m in is t ra t io n  were followed. Using the  same form at, 
r a t in g s  were a lso  ob ta ined  from the  th re e  members o f  each co ttage  
committee. A ll the  r a t in g s  fo r  each form were ob ta ined  s im u l­
tan eo u s ly  and in  th e  p resence  o f  an examiner. In o rd e r  f o r  a 
g i r l  to  q u a l i fy  as a s u b je c t  th ree  c r i t e r i a  were met:
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(1) Each S was among those g i r l s  who rece iv ed  th e  f iv e  
h ig h e s t  number o f  vo tes  as being e i t h e r  most o r  l e a s t  l ik e  
th e  g i r l s  d e sc r ib e d  in  the  model paragraph.
(2) Each S was among those g i r l s  who rece iv ed  a minimum 
o f  two o f  th e  p o s s ib le  th re e  nominations from h e r  co ttage  
committee as be ing  e i t h e r  most o r  l e a s t  l i k e  th e  g i r l s  de­
s c r ib e d  in  th e  model paragraph.
(3) Of th e  g i r l s  meeting the  f i r s t  two c r i t e r i a ,  the  
f iv e  g i r l s  found to  have the  h ig h e s t  p e r  cen t o f  peer  
nom inations , re g a rd le s s  o f  c o t ta g e ,  as be ing  most l ik e  a 
p a r t i c u l a r  paragraph were s e le c te d  as M aladaptives or 
L o se rs .
The f iv e  g i r l s  found to  have th e  h ig h e s t  p e r  cent o f  peer 
nom inations , r e g a rd le s s  o f  c o t ta g e ,  as b e ing  l e a s t  l i k e  th e  
two paragraphs were s e le c te d  as I n te g r a to r s .
K e l to n 's  fo u r th  c r i te r io n  re q u i r in g  t h a t  a l l  S 's  have a s ix th  
grade read ing  le v e l  was n o t  f e a s ib le  s ince  a la rg e  p ro p o r t io n  o f  
th e  g i r l s  had read in g  problems. Consequently th e  Tennessee S e l f  
Concept Sca le  (T .S .C .S .)  was tap e-reco rded  and ad m in is te red  audi- 
t o r i a l l y  to  a l l  groups.
Groups
S t a f f  and peers  had high agreement on nominations to  the  
M aladaptive (N=14) and I n te g r a to r  (N=12) groups. However, the  
s t a f f  and g i r l s  experienced  d i f f i c u l t y  reach ing  agreement on the  
Loser group (N = 9 ) .  Four o f  th e se  g i r l s  were a ls o  nominated as 
M aladap tives, leav ing  only 5 S 's  e l i g i b l e  f o r  th e  Loser ca tegory .
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T es tin g  Procedure
All 3 groups were given the  Tennessee S e l f  Concept S ca le :  
C l in i c a l  and Research Form ( F i t t s ,  1965). S ' s  were t e s t e d  in
groups o f  5 and were randomized so  the  o rd e r  o f  t e s t i n g  S 's  d id  
no t fo llow  th e  nom ination p a t t e r n .  The fo llo w in g  v e rb a l  i n s t r u c ­
t io n s  were given :
The s ta tem en ts  you w i l l  h e a r  a re  t o  h e lp  you de­
s c r ib e  y o u r s e l f  as you see y o u r s e l f .  P le a se  respond 
t o  them as i f  you were d e sc r ib in g  y o u r s e l f  to  y o u r s e l f .
Do no t omit any item! L is te n  to  each s ta tem en t c a re ­
f u l l y ;  then  s e l e c t  one o f  th e  fo llow ing  f iv e  re sponses :
Completely Mostly P a r t l y  True Mostly Completely
F a lse  F a lse  True True
1 2 3 4 5
Do n o t  omit any item! On your answer s h e e t ,  p u t a 
c i r c l e  around th e  response you chose . I f  you want to  
change an answer a f t e r  you have c i r c l e d  i t ,  do not 
e ra se  i t  bu t pu t an X mark through th e  response  and then 
c i r c l e  th e  response you want. Remember, pu t a c i r c l e  
around th e  response  number you have chosen f o r  each 
s ta te m e n t .  When th e  re c o rd e r  i s  turned  on you w i l l  h ea r  
each item  re p e a te d  two t im es ,  w ith  time allowed f o r  your 
cho ice  b e fo re  the  n ex t  item  i s  h ea rd .  Are th e r e  any 
q u e s t io n s  concern ing  th e  response  choices?
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Experim ental Design
Twenty o f  th e  tw enty-n ine  v a r ia b le s  on the  Tennessee S e lf  
Concept Sca le  were s e le c te d  fo r  s tudy  in  th e  p re sen t  re sea rc h .
The Tennessee S e l f  Concept sco res  f o r  the  th re e  groups were t r a n s ­
formed to  T -scores  ( F i t t s ,  1965) and th e se  d a ta  were analyzed in  a 
s p l i t - p l o t  f a c t o r i a l  design with non-repeated  measures on one v a r i ­
ab le  (groups) and rep e a te d  measures on th e  o th e r  v a r ia b le  (S ca les ;  
K irk , 1968).
Resu lts
I n i t i a l  t e s t  o f  homogeneity o f  e r r o r  terms in d ic a te d  th a t  th e  
assumption o f  homogeneity was upheld f o r  Subj:W/Groups (Fmax = 6 .0 4 , 
d f  = 3 /4 ,  p > .0 5 ) .  Since the  o th e r  e r r o r  term , B x s u b j . w/groups 
(Fmax = 1 .86 , d f  = 3 /76 , p < .05) rev ea led  lack o f  homogeneity, d a ta  
were analyzed in  o r ig i n a l  form us ing  co n se rv a tiv e  F t e s t s  where 
th e r e  was a lack  o f  homogeneity (Kirk, 1968) . These conserva tive  
t e s t s  symbolized as Fc a re  in d ic a te d  as d iscu ssed .
An a n a ly s is  o f  th e  d a ta  in d ic a te s  th a t  none o f K e lto n 's  f ind ings  
were supported  f o r  d e lin q u en t g i r l s . There were no d if f e re n c e s  
among th e  means o f  th e  th re e  groups (F = 1 .5 ,  d f  = 2 /3 ,  p >  .05): 
no mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among the  Sca les  o f  the  Tennessee S e l f  
Concept S ca le  (Fc = 3 .11 , d f  = 1/12, p>  .05 );  and no in te r a c t io n  
among th e  means o f  th e  groups and s c a le s  o f  th e  T. S. C. S.
(Fc < 1 .0 0 ) .
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D iscussion
D elinquent g i r l s  nominated to  K e lto n 's  b e h a v io ra l ly  d e s c r ip ­
t i v e  c a te g o r ie s  could no t be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  on th e  b a s is  o f  t h e i r  
s e l f  concep t. F u r th e r ,  th e  nominations o f  four g i r l s ,  by both 
s t a f f  and d e l in q u e n ts ,  to  both the  Loser and Maladaptive c a te ­
g o rie s  suggest t h a t  K e l to n 's  d e s c r ip t iv e  ca te g o r ie s  may no t be r e ­
levan t fo r  d e l in q u en t  g i r l s .  Since K e lton 's  Loser i s  desc ribed  as 
" r a t in g "  w ith  h i s  p eers  and the  Maladaptive i s  desc ribed  as "not 
l ik e d "  i t  would seem t h a t  th e se  would be mutually  ex c lu s iv e  c a te ­
g o r ie s .  However, t h i s  was no t the  case f o r  female de linquen ts  and 
o b ta in in g  "pure" s u b je c ts  became a problem.
One e x p lan a tio n  may be t h a t  th e  male de linquen t i s  f req u e n tly  
accorded p r e s t i g e  and s t a t u s  fo r  h is  agg ress ive , d a r in g ,  a n t i s o c ia l  
a c t s .  However, th e re  does not appear to  be any commensurate reward 
f o r  th e  female who more t y p i c a l l y  engages in  sexual delinquency.
In  a d d i t io n ,  the  c u l t u r a l  r e lu c ta n c e  to  p rosecu te  ado lescen t females 
appears to  r e s u l t  in  th e  ad ju d ic a te d  female de linquen t f e e l in g  over­
whelmingly n e g a t iv e  about h e r s e l f .  Thus, most ad ju d ica ted  females 
f e e l  themselves to  be " lo s e r s "  and d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  on t h i s  b a s is  
becomes very  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  both the  g i r l s  and the  s t a f f .
The e x is te n c e  o f  an in te g ra te d  female delinquen t was not 
found in  t h i s  s tu d y . The p r o f i l e s  o f  the  de linquen ts  nominated to  
th e  I n t e g r a to r  group were in d is t in g u is h a b le  from th e  o th e r  two sub­
groups. Again, th e  e x p lan a tio n  may be th a t  re lu c tan c e  to  a d ju d i­
c a te  th e  female a d o lescen t  r e s u l t s  in  only the  most dev ian t o f  the
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female d e l in q u en ts  be ing  placed in  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  This would then 
be r e f l e c t e d  in  a more uniform ly negative  s e l f  concept than would 
be found in  comparable male p opu la tions .
Findings sugges t (1) th a t  f u r th e r  ex p lo ra t io n  o f  female de­
lin q u en t subgroups w i l l  re q u ire  ca teg o r ie s  t h a t  a re  b e h av io ra l ly  
re le v a n t  to  fem ales; and (2) th a t  the  s e l f  concept o f  de linquen t 
females may be uniform ly more negative  due to  lack  of  c u l tu r a l  sup­
p o r t  fo r  female delinquency.
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APPENDIX I
P ro sp ec tu s :  The Tennessee S e l f  Concept Scale  As a
D i f f e r e n t i a t o r  o f  D elinquent Female Subgroups
THE TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE AS A DIFFERENTIATOR OF DELINQUENT
FEMALE SUBGROUPS
INTRODUCTION
The p s y ch o lo g is t  i n t e r e s t e d  in  reviewing the  l i t e r a t u r e  on 
delinquency in  o rd e r  to  e f f e c t iv e ly  plan fo r  the  trea tm en t and 
c o n tro l  o f  c h i ld re n  in  c o r r e c t io n a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  can f in d  an a- 
bundance o f  l i t e r a t u r e  in  the  a rea .  However, th e re  i s  l i t t l e  
o r  no agreement among o r  w ith in  the  va rious  beh av io ra l  sc iences  
as to  e t io lo g y ,  p re v e n t io n ,  o r  trea tm en t o f  the d e lin q u en t .
There a re  a number o f  problems which make comparison o f  even 
c u rren t  re sea rc h  in  delinquency d i f f i c u l t .  Several au thors  of 
c u r re n t  t e x t s  in  Sociology and Criminology (Bloch and Geis, 1962; 
Cressey and Ward, 1969; R eckless , 1967; Wolfgang, S a v i tz ,  and 
Johnson, 1962) have noted  the  d i s p a r i ty  among the  s t a t e s  concerning 
upper and lower age l i m i t s ,  d i f f e r e n t i a l  a d ju d ic a t io n  fo r  types of 
o f f e n s e s ,  and th e  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  kinds o f  behav ior t h a t  r e s u l t  in 
the  a d ju ca t io n  o f  male and female c h i ld ren .
Bloch and Geis (1962) c a l l  a t t e n t io n  to  the  h i s t o r i c a l  and 
e th n ic  d i f f e r e n c e s  from community to  community t h a t  in f lu en c e  not 
only which ac ts  a re  to  be lab e led  de linquen t bu t even th e  method 
fo r  d e a l in g  w ith  th e  o f fen d e r .  Axelrod (1952) noted th e  middle- 
c la s s  d e l in q u en t  seldom f in d s  h im se lf  ad ju d ica ted  o r  p laced  in  an
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i n s t i t u t i o n .  Goldfarb (1969) rep o r ted  th a t  our c o r re c t io n a l  i n ­
s t i t u t i o n s  have become r e p o s i to r i e s  fo r  the  poor and noted th e  
dilemma o f  th e  d e l in q u en t  poor who a re  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  fo r  " t h e i r  
own good," w h ile  the  middle c lass  de linquen t c h i ld re n  are  re leased  
f o r  " t h e i r  own good." He noted a lso  th a t
. . . t h e  1957 P r e s id e n t 's  Crime Commission reported  
t h a t  90 p e r  cen t of the  youth in  America have done 
something f o r  which they could be committed by a juve­
n i l e  c o u r t .  Yet, only f iv e  p e r  cen t o f  th e  ch ild ren  
in  i n s t i t u t i o n s  f o r  ju v e n i le  delinquency ( th a t  would 
be 20,000 out o f  400,000 c h i ld re n  in  d e ten t io n  a t  the 
time o f th e  l a s t  n a t io n a l  crime commission survey) came 
from fa m il ie s  in  com fortable  c ircum stances , [ p .17]
Once re c o g n i t io n  i s  given to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  most s tu d ie s  u t i ­
l i z i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  d e lin q u en ts  have tapped su b je c ts  from the 
lower socioeconomic group, one may ask why some d e f in i t i v e  s t a t e ­
ments l im i te d  to  t h i s  group o f  d e lin q u en ts  can no t be made. Unfor­
tu n a t e ly ,  u n t i l  q u i te  r e c e n t ly ,  i n s t i t u t i o n s  f o r  th e  con tro l  and 
t re a tm e n t  o f  th e  d e linquen t have been f i l l e d  w ith  n eg lec ted  and de­
pendent c h i ld re n  whose only "crime" lay  in  be ing  bom  in to  a fam ily 
where r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  i t s  o f f sp r in g  was ab d ica ted  to  an extreme 
d eg ree . This f a c t  was recognized  by the  Council on Crime and De­
linquency in  i t s  r e c e n t  form ulation  o f  a Standard C h ild ren 's  Court 
Act. Rubin (1961) no ted  t h a t  th e  Standard C h ild re n 's  Court Act was 
designed  to  se rv e  as a model f o r  the  s t a t e s  and i t  recommends th a t  
committment to  t r a i n i n g  schools be ad m in is te red  only  t o  those ch ild ren  
who have v io l a t e d  the  law. Thus, much o f  the  resea rch  on i n s t i t u t i o n ­
a l  d e l in q u e n ts  (drawn mostly from poor f a m il ie s )  may a lso  be s e r i ­
ously  confounded by a m ixture  o f  n eg lec ted  and dependent c h i ld re n .
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Assumption o f  Uniformity Among Delinquents 
Many s tu d ie s  (Boynton and Walsworth, 1943; Brown, 1964; 
D eitche, 1959; E p s te in ,  1962; Hoover, 1967) pub lished  over the  
p a s t  decades have compared a de linquen t group with a group o f  non­
d e lin q u en ts  in  an attem pt to  unders tand  th e  e t io lo g y  and p lan  fo r  
t rea tm en t and p rev en tio n . F requen tly , the  f ind ings  have been con­
f l i c t i n g  and equ ivoca l.  There a re  s e v e ra l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  in h e re n t  
in  t h i s  comparison approach. One o f  th e  major d i f f i c u l t i e s  may r e ­
s id e  in  th e  f a c t  th a t  the  term  "d e linquen t"  has l i t t l e  o r  no sub­
s t a n t iv e  meaning. At the  p re se n t  tim e , "delinquen t"  i s  an ambigu­
ous la b e l  covering any y o u th fu l  behav io r the  p u b l ic  and co u r ts  r e ­
gard as d e v ian t .
A re c en t  survey by th e  C h i ld re n 's  Bureau (1963) re v ea led  th a t  
most o f  th e  b e h av io ra l  a c ts  a d ju d ica ted  by the  co u r ts  as d e l in q u en t  
f e l l  in to  t h i r t y - f o u r  c a te g o r ie s ,  and th a t  the m a jo r i ty  o f  these  
ac ts  could be viewed as normal excesses o f  adolescence. Thus a 
c h i ld  lab e led  as an a d ju d ica ted  de lin q u en t  may have committed an 
o ffen se  ranging from the  more frequen t truancy from sch o o l,  o r  run ­
away from home, to  c a r  t h e f t ,  and, even le s s  f r e q u e n t ly ,  murder.
This assumption o f  un ifo rm ity  in  the  d e linquen t p o p u la t io n  has 
i t s  analogy in  re sea rc h  in v o lv in g  sch izophren ic  p o p u la t io n s .
K ie s le r  (1966) re p o r ts  th a t
This p a t i e n t  u n ifo rm ity  assumption hampered 
re sea rch  in  th e  a re a  o f  sch izophren ia  f o r  y e a r s .
The assumption was t h a t  p a t i e n t s  diagnosed as 
sch izophren ic  are  more a l ik e  than d i f f e r e n t .  Sub­
sequent d a ta  showed very  c l e a r ly  t h a t  some sc h iz o ­
p h ren ics  were q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  from o th e r s , in  f a c t
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more l ik e  normals than they  were l ik e  o th e r  
s c h i z o p h r e n i c s . . . .  [ p . I l l ]
F i t t s  and Hamner (1969) a lso  q u es t io n  resea rch  comparing th e
d e l in q u e n t  to  h is  non -de linquen t coun ter  p a r t .  They no te  th a t  the
major d i f f i c u l t y  i s  in  th e  d e f in in g  and sampling o f  de linquen t and
n o n-de linquen t p o p u la t io n s .
Attempts To Id e n t i fy  Delinquent Types 
A number o f  i n v e s t ig a to r s  have f e l t  t h a t  a more f r u i t f u l  ap­
proach to  th e  s tudy  o f  delinquency would be an e x p lo ra t io n  o f  
d i f f e r e n c e s  w ith in  th e  delinquency group i t s e l f .  Perhaps the  b e s t  
known ty p o lo g ic a l  work in  delinquency has been th a t  o f  Jenkins and 
h i s  c o l la b o r a to r s  (Jenkins aid Hewitt; 1944; Jenk ins  and Glickman, 
1947; Jenk insJ  1955). This work was a d i r e c t  r e s u l t  o f  Jen k in s '  
c l i n i c a l  e x p e r ien ce .  He cautioned th a t  h is  ty p o lo g ic a l  scheme 
should no t be t r e a t e d  as a r e a l i t y  b u t  should  be used as an a id  in  
u n d e rs tan d in g  the  in d iv id u a l  case . The work was based on Freudian 
concepts and led  Jenk ins  to  suggest d i f f e r e n t i a l  t re a tm e n t  ap­
proaches f o r  h i s  th r e e  sub types . Jenk ins  work was more th e o r e t i c a l  
than em p ir ic a l  and n o t  a l l  t h e o r i s t s  agreed with h i s  concept o f  "an 
adap tiv e  d e l in q u e n t"  who i s  ad ju s ted  to  h i s  de linquen t su b cu l tu re .  
Redl (1967) expressed  the  view o f  many workers in  the  f i e l d  when he 
s t a t e d :
In work w ith c h i ld re n  I f in d  we s t i l l  t r y  
t o  smuggle in  th e  o b so le te  concept o f  the 
' c l e a r l y  s o c io lo g ic a l  d e l in q u e n t '  whose only 
d i f f e r e n c e  from everybody e ls e  i s  t h a t  he 
h as  absorbed a d e lin q u en t  va lue  system as a
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legacy from h is  env iom m en t. U n fo r tu n a te ly ,
1 h a v e n ' t  ye t found such a k id .  [ p . 11]
Recent re sea rc h  (Kelton, 1969; Spiva, 1968) supports  J en k in s '  
view o f  an "ad a p t iv e "  o r  in t e g r a te d  d e lin q u en t  sub type. However, 
d is c u s s io n  and con troversy  w i l l  probably  con tinue  u n t i l  d e f i n i t i v e ,  
e m p ir ic a l  re sea rch  i s  accumulated on th e  " in te g ra te d "  person. A 
number o f  conceptual papers (Jahoda, 1958; Seeman, 1959; Shoben, 
1957; Smith, 1959) have appeared in  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  r e c e n t ly  ex ­
p lo r in g  the  t o p i c ,  bu t th e re  is  no g e n e ra l  agreement on an opera­
t i o n a l  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  an " in te g ra te d  p e rson" . T here fo re , i t  ap­
p ea rs  t h a t  one f u tu r e  ta sk  w i l l  be to  determ ine whether th e  term 
" in te g ra te d "  as a p p lied  to  th e  d e l in q u e n t  su b c u l tu re  i s  in  anyway 
isomorphic w ith  th e  in te g r a te d  a d o le sc en t  in our c u l tu r e  a t  la rg e .
Comparisons o f  Male and Female D elinquents  
Most re se a rc h  on d e l in q u en ts  has been r e s t r i c t e d  to  male su b ­
j e c t s .  A review o f  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  r e v e a ls  t h a t  p re s e n t  knowledge 
o f  the  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and d i f f e r e n c e s  between male and female d e l i n ­
quents i s  very  sparse and mostly l im i te d  to  t h a t  which emerges 
from th e  s t a t i s t i c s  kept by government agenc ies .  Although the b e ­
h a v io ra l  a c ts  t h a t  lead  to  th e  a d ju d ic a t io n  o f  male and female d e ­
l in q u e n ts  a re  s t r i k i n g l y  d i f f e r e n t ,  l i t t l e  e m p ir ic a l  d a ta  e x i s t s  of 
an ex p lan a to ry  n a tu re .  Recently  the  C h i ld re n 's  Bureau (1963) r e ­
p o r te d  t h a t
. . .more than  h a l f  o f  the  o ffen ses  committed 
by g i r l s  were f o r  conduct which c h a r a c te r iz e s  
ju v e n i le  b ehav io r ,  t ru a n c y ,  v i o l a t i n g  curfew, 
ungovernable b ehav io r .  About a f i f t h  o f  the
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boys were involved in  o ffen ses  o f  t h i s  n a tu re .
On th e  o th e r  hand, almost h a l f  o f  the  o f­
fenses  f o r  which boys were r e f e r r e d  to  la rg e
c i t y  c o u r ts  were f o r  o ffenses  ag a in s t  p ro p e r ty ;
about a s ix th  o f  th e  g i r l s  were involved in
such case s ,  [ p .3]
M orris  (1965) rep o r ted  th a t  boys a re  f iv e  to  ten  times as 
l i k e l y  as g i r l s  to  become de lin q u en t .  She a t t r i b u t e s  th i s  to  the 
" r e l a t i v e  absence o f  s u b -c u l tu ra l  and c u l tu r a l  support fo r  female 
d e lin q u en cy ."  Although o th e r  in v e s t ig a to r s  would no t d isag ree  
w ith  th e s e  s t a t i s t i c s ,  they  do d isag ree  with th e  conclusions . 
Po liak  (1950), an American s o c io l o g i s t ,  contends th a t  the  a n t i ­
s o c ia l  b e h av io r  o f  th e  female i s  " r e a d i ly  and n a tu r a l ly  masked b e ­
h ind  co n v en tio n a l  female r o l e s . "  He a lso  p o in ts  out t h a t  homosexu­
a l i t y  and ex h ib i t io n ism  a re  seldom p rosecu ted  when committed by 
women. B arker and Adams (1962) in  a comparative study o f  male and 
female d e l in q u en ts  r e p o r t  th a t  the  g i r l s  were involved in  more way­
w ardness, w hile  th e  boys in  t h e i r  study g r a v i ta te d  more toward p ro ­
p e r ty  o f f e n s e s .  They found de linquen t boys were more " s t a tu s  o r i ­
en ted" than  d e l in q u e n t  g i r l s ,  w hile  the  g i r l s  appeared to  express 
more "need g r a t i f i c a t i o n "  in  t h e i r  de l in q u en t  beh av io r .  Morris 
(1964) a l s o  r e p o r ts  th a t  o b s tac le s  to  m ain ta in ing  e f f e c t iv e  s o c ia l  
r e l a t i o n s h ip s  w i l l  lead  g i r l s  more o f ten  than boys to  delinquency.
M e r r i t t  (1961) found th a t  the rep o r ted  and recorded  in v o lv e ­
ment o f  g i r l s  and boys in  de linquency, a p a r t  from the expected 
d i f f e r e n c e s  in  waywardness and p ro p e rty  o f f e n s e s ,  was much c lo se r  
than  h e re to fo re  expected . She found l i t t l e  d i f f e r e n c e  between the
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g i r l s  and boys in  the amount o f  s e l f - rep o r ted  misconduct, in  the  
e x ten t  o f  involvement w ith  companions in  th e  deed, in  the  age o f  
the  f i r s t  re p o r te d  delinquency, and even in  th e  tendency to  become 
d e l in q u e n t .  I f  M e r r i t t ' s  f ind ings  a re  s u b s ta n t i a t e d  in  o the r  
s tu d ie s ,  perhaps P o l i a k 's  th eo ry  o f  the  "masked b ehav io r"  o f  g i r l s  
w i l l  f in d  in c re a s in g  support  and a lso  r a i s e  a d d i t io n a l  questions  
about th e  c u l t u r e ' s  unw ill ingness  to  r e p o r t  and p ro secu te  female 
c h i l d r e n .
A read ing  of e a r ly  l i t e r a t u r e  (F erna ld , Hayes, Dawley, 1920; 
Thomas, 1923) on female de linquency , as w e ll  as the  more recen t  
work o f  Konopka (1966) r e v e a ls  g r a p h ic a l ly ,  no t only th e  s e n t i ­
m en ta l i ty  th a t  surrounds th e  d e lin q u en t  fem ale , bu t th e  q u i te  d i f f e r ­
ent b e h a v io ra l  ex p ec ta t io n s  fo r  th e  two sex es .  Reckless (1967) 
q u es t io n s  "whether t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  in  the  delinquency of boys i n ­
d ic a te s  a r e a l  b e h av io ra l  d i f f e r e n t i a l  or merely a d i f f e r e n t i a l  in  
s o c i e t y ' s  concern ."  (p. 160) The p au c ity  o f  re sea rc h  on the  female 
d e lin q u en t  leaves  t h i s  q u es t io n  p re s e n t ly  unanswered.
S e l f  Concept As Explanatory  V ariab le  
Reckless and h i s  a s s o c ia te s  (Reckless, D in itz  and Murray, 1956; 
Reckless , D in tiz  and Kay, 1957; L i f e ly ,  D in itz  and R eck less , 1962) 
gave s e r io u s  a t t e n t io n  to  th e  q u es t io n  of why some youngsters  in  the  
same neighborhood o r  even in  the  same fam ily  become d e linquen t while  
o the r  do n o t .  They have rep o r ted  th a t  young ado lescen ts  who saw 
themselves as "good boys" appeared to  be in s u la te d  a g a in s t  de­
linquency even though they re s id e d  in  a h igh-de linquency  neighborhood.
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Conversely boys with an unfavorable  s e l f  concept are w ithout t h i s  
in s u la t io n  and more v u ln e rab le  to  d e linquen t behavior.
Following the  find ings  rep o r ted  by R eckless , a number o f 
s tu d ie s  explored the  s e l f  concept o f  the  de linquen t and h is  non­
delinquen t c o u n te rp ar t  (Brown, 1964; E p s te in ,  1962; Hoover, 1967; 
M otoori, 1963; Fannin § C lin a rd ,  1965). Again i t  i s  very d i f f i c u l t  
to  compare these  f in d in g s  and conclusions because v i r t u a l l y  every 
study employed a d i f f e r e n t  ins trum ent fo r  measuring the  s e l f  con­
cep t.  However, a l l  s tu d ie s  appear to  assume a q u i te  s im i la r  th e o re ­
t i c a l  framework; t h a t  i s ,  th e  way in  which an in d iv id u a l  views him­
s e l f  w i l l  in f lu en ce  o r  be a de term iner o f  how he p e rc ieves  and 
organizes h is  behav io r toward o th e r s .  For example, Epstein  (1962) 
noted th a t
. . .  Those aspec ts  o f  th e  in d iv id u a l  r e ­
f e r r i n g  to  th e  " I"  or "me", t h a t  core o f  
p e rcep tio n  which provides u n i ty  fo r  the  p e r ­
s o n a l i t y ,  has i t s  id e a t io n a l  express ion  in  
many psycho log ica l  systems. I t  has been de­
s ig n a ted  as the  " s e l f "  by William James, i s  
subsumed under th e  "ego" by Freud, and i s
termed the  " s e l f  system" by S u l l iv an .
S oc ia l  t h e o r i s t s  have long m aintained th a t  
o n e 's  s e l f  conception i s  a de term inant o f  
behav io r and th a t  to  understand  behav io r i s  
to  understand  how one pe rc ieves  h is  " s e l f "
. . .  [ p .221]
F i t t s  and Hamner (1969) rep o r ted  on th e  f in d in g s  o f  a number 
o f  re c en t  s tu d ie s  exp lo ring  the  s e l f  concept o f  th e  d e l in q u en t  versus 
th e  non-de linquen t.  Most o f  th e se  s tu d ie s  u t i l i z e d  a common i n s t r u ­
ment developed by F i t t s  (1965) c a l l e d  the  Tennessee S e l f  Concept
Sca le . This instrum ent has been w ell s tan d a rd ized  fo r  both re sea rch
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and c l i n i c a l  u se ,  and th e  t e s t  i s  s im ple , i n t e r e s t i n g ,  and e a s i ly  
comprehended by ad o le sc en ts .  In summarizing these  f in d in g s ,  F i t t s  
and Hamner r e p o r t  t h a t  the  de linquen t has a r e l a t i v e l y  nega tive  
s e l f  concept and openly d i s l ik e s  h im se lf .  He i s  not defensive  and 
makes l i t t l e  e f f o r t  to  conceal h i s  s e l f  d i s l i k e .  He f inds  i t  much 
e a s i e r  to  a f f i rm  what he i s  (mostly bad) than what he i s  n o t ,  and 
he r e v e a ls  much c o n f l i c t ,  v a r i a b i l i t y ,  and u n c e r ta in ty  in  h is  s e l f  
p e rc ep t io n .
Kelton (1969) a lso  u t i l i z e d  th e  Tennessee S e l f  Concept Scale 
but he noted  th a t  a l l  o f  the  s tu d ie s  re p o r te d  to  da te  by F i t t s  and 
Hamner, as w e ll  as most o f  th e  o th e r  in v e s t i g a to r s ,  approached 
the  d e l in q u e n t  as an "aggregate"  group to  be compared to  th e  "norm" 
group. From c l i n i c a l  observa tions  he f e l t  t h a t  de linquen ts  are 
a c tu a l ly  a composite o f  sub-groups which d i f f e r  from each o th e r .  
Because K e l to n 's  s tudy  has re levance  fo r  t h i s  resea rch  h is  find ings  
w i l l  be d e sc r ib e d  in  more d e t a i l .
Three d e lin q u en t  sub-groups la b e le d .  L oser, M aladap tive , and 
I n te g r a to r  were d e l in e a te d  by K elton , who a r r iv e d  a t  th e se  ca teg o r ie s  
by sub m itt in g  to  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n ' s  s t a f f  and d e linquen ts  a d e s c r ip t iv e  
paragraph o f  what he considered  th e  s a l i e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  a Loser 
named P e te ,  and ano ther d e s c r ip t iv e  paragraph o f  a Maladaptive named 
Tony. T h e ir  ta sk  was to  nominate boys who were most and l e a s t  l ik e  
those  d e sc r ib e d .  Kelton found high agreement between the  s t a f f  and 
boys as to  who was nominated as M aladaptive and Loser. Those boys 
with th e  h ig h e s t  number o f  nominations fo r  being l e a s t  l ik e  th e  Loser
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or  M aladaptive became a t h i r d  ca tego ry  c a l l e d  I n t e g r a t o r . The 
Tennessee S e l f  Concept Sca le  was then  ad m in is te red  to  th e se  th re e  
c a t e g o r i e s .
Kelton subsequen tly  c h a ra c te r iz e d  "each o f  the  sub-groups by 
r e l a t i n g  t h e i r  s e l f  concept p a t te r n s  to  t h e i r  observed b e h a v io r ."
He no ted  t h a t  " the  most s a l i e n t  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  the  M aladaptive 
appeared to  be h is  emotional d i s tu r b a n c e ."  His peers  f req u e n t ly  
saw him as c ra z y and h i s  behav io r as s e l f  d e s t r u c t iv e ,  h is  s e l f  
concept extrem ely n e g a t iv e ,  and he appeared unable  to  id e n t i f y  with 
th e  goals  o f  h i s  group. The M aladaptive was the  most d i s l ik e d  o f  
th e  d e l in q u en ts  by h is  p e e r  group. Kelton a t t r i b u t e d  h i s  behav io r  
to  a b a s ic  lack  of i d e n t i t y .  K e l to n 's  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  Maladap­
t i v e  i s  very s im i la r  to  J e n k in s '  (1955) "m aladaptive"  d e lin q u en t .
Kelton d esc rib ed  th e  Loser as having a s t ro n g  id e n t i f i c a t i o n  
w ith  a "bom  lo s e r"  image. Unlike th e  M aiadap tive , the  Loser was 
l ik e d  by h i s  peers  and appeared to  ga in  r e c o g n i t io n  through d i s ­
p lay in g  the  b ehav io r  o f  a L oser. Although h is  s e l f  concept was 
a lso  n eg a tiv e  in  every a re a ,  i t  was no t co n s ta n t  across  th e  various  
a reas  o f  s e l f - p e r c e p t io n .  For example, th e  Loser saw h is  P hysica l 
S e l f  and S o c ia l  S e l f  as l e s s  n eg a t iv e  than  h is  M ora l-E th ica l  S e l f  
and Family S e l f .  Although the  Loser ranked high in  comparison to  
General Maladjustment and P e r s o n a l i ty  D iso rd e r  groups on th e  T .S .C .S . 
he was not found to  be l i k e  th e  P sycho tic  group.
The I n te g r a to r  was r e l a t i v e l y  s a t i s f i e d  w ith h im se lf  and viewed 
h i s  p h y s ica l  appearance, s k i l l s ,  and s e x u a l i ty  as being adequate and
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had a moderate sense  o f  personal worth. However, he was l ik e ly  to  
view h im se lf  n e g a t iv e ly  when using h i s  behav io r  and M ora l-E th ica l 
S e l f  as a frame o f  re fe re n c e .  He looks more l ik e  the  norm group 
than any o f  th e  p a th o lo g ic a l  groups measured by the  T .S .C .S . ,  and 
he scored n e a r  the  mean o f  th e  norm group on th e  P e rs o n a l i ty  I n te ­
g ra t io n  S c a le .  T h e re fo re ,  th e re  is  evidence to  suggest th a t  the 
I n te g r a to r  i s  an adap tive  person who not only sees h im se lf  as 
being adequate but i s  viewed by o th e rs  as being  adequate .
K e lto n 's  f in d in g s ,  i f  supported  in  fu tu re  re sea rch  w i l l  o f f e r  
v a lu ab le  th e r a p e u t i c  in form ation  th a t  could be u t i l i z e d  through a 
d i f f e r e n t i a l  t re a tm e n t  program. The study c e r t a in ly  suggests  th a t  
a m olecu lar approach to  th e  study of delinquency i s  needed. I t  a lso  
r a i s e s  the  q u e s t io n  o f  whether t h i s  techn ique  fo r  id e n t i f y in g  the 
d i f f e r e n t  subgroups would y i e ld  the  same r e s u l t s  i f  r e p l i c a t e d  with 
female s u b je c t s .
K e lto n ’s paradigm avoids many o f the  problems t h a t  make compari­
sons o f  delinquency resea rch  e i t h e r  d i f f i c u l t  o r  in v a l id .  He avoids 
the  "assumption o f  u n ifo rm ity "  and he u t i l i z e s  an in s trum en t th a t  
allows fo r  easy r e p l i c a t i o n  with fem ales. Of g r e a te r  importance 
i s  the  f a c t  t h a t  the  design has  i t s  ro o ts  in  s e l f  theo ry  and allows 
f o r  co n cep tu a l iz in g  th e  s e l f  concept as an exp lana to ry  p r in c ip le  in  
delinquency.
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Statem ent o f  Problem
Most r e s e a rc h  on d e l in q u en ts  has concen tra ted  on male sub­
j e c t s ,  and has t r a d i t i o n a l l y  viewed the  d e lin q u en t  as a  uniform group 
to  be compared w ith  a "norm" group. However, re c e n t  re sea rch  sug­
g es ts  t h a t  male d e lin q u en ts  can be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  on the  b a s is  o f  the  
s e l f  concept i n t o  th re e  subgroups, each with i t s  own d i s t i n c t i v e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .
While th e  p re se n t  s tudy  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a r e p l i c a t io n  of K e lto n 's  
re s e a rc h ,  i t  i s  designed  to  ex p lo re  d i f f e r e n c e s  in  the  s e l f  concept o f  
female d e l in q u e n ts , who have been d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  on the  b a s i s  o f  t h e i r  
behav io rs  in to  subgroups.
This r e s e a rc h ,  then  i s  an a ttem pt to  determine i f  th e  s e l f  
concept d i f f e r e n c e s  th a t  e x is t e d  among d e l in q u e n t ,  m ales, a l s o  e x i s t s  
in  comparable female d e l in q u e n t  subgroups. The Tennessee S e l f  Concept 
Scale  w i l l  be th e  ins trum ent used to  analyze the  s e l f  concepts o f  the  
th re e  g ro u p s .
The fo llow ing  re sea rch  hypo thesis  o f  K e l to n 's  were adopted:
Hypothesis I .  There w i l l  be d i f f e r e n c e s  among the  means o f  
th e  groups in  s co res  on the  Tennessee S e l f  Concept S ca le .
Hypothesis I I .  There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among the  
groups on th e  S e l f  C r i t i c i s m  S ca le .
Hypothesis I I I .  There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
th e  groups on th e  T rue-F a lse  R atio  (T/F) S ca le .
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Hypothesis IV. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f fe re n c e s  among 
th e  groups on th e  T o ta l  C o n f l ic t  Scale.
Hypothesis V. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
th e  groups on the  T otal P o s i t iv e  Scale.
Hypothesis VI. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
th e  groups on th e  I d e n t i t y  (Row 1) Scale.
Hypothesis V l l .  There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
th e  groups on th e  S e l f  S a t i s f a c t io n  (Row 2) S ca le .
Hypothesis V l l l .  There w i l l  be mean sco re  d if fe re n c e s  among 
the  groups on th e  Behavior (Row 3) Scale.
Hypothesis IX. There w i l l  be mean Score d i f fe re n c e s  among 
the  groups on th e  P hysica l  S e l f  (Column A) S ca le .
Hypothesis X. There w i l l  be mean score  d i f f e r e n c e s  among the 
groups on th e  M ora l-E th ica l  S e l f  (Column B) S ca le .
Hypothesis XI. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
the  groups on th e  Personal S e l f  (Column C) S ca le .
Hypothesis X II. There w i l l  be mean score  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
the groups on th e  Family S e l f  (Column D) S ca le .
Hypothesis X l l l .  There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e re n c e s  among 
the groups on th e  S o c ia l  S e l f  (Column E) Scale.
Hypothesis XIV. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
the groups on th e  T o ta l  V a r ia b i l i ty  Score.
Hypothesis XV. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among th e  
groups on the  Defensive P o s i t iv e  (DP) S ca le .
Hypothesis XVI. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  amon . 
the  groups on th e  General Maladjustment (GM) S ca le .
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Hypothesis XVII. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
th e  groups on th e  Psychosis (Psy) S ca le .
Hypothesis XVIII. There w i l l  be mean score  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
th e  groups on th e  P e r s o n a l i ty  D iso rder (PD) S ca le .
Hypothesis XIX. There w i l l  be mean score  d if f e re n c e s  among
th e  groups on th e  Neurosis (N) S ca le .
Hypothesis XX. There w i l l  be mean score  d i f fe re n c e s  among the  
groups on th e  P e rs o n a l i ty  I n te g r a t io n  (PI) Scale .
Hypothesis XXI. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f fe re n c e s  among
th e  groups on th e  Number o f  Deviant Signs (NDS) Scale.
Hypothesis XXll. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
th e  Scales o f  th e  Tennessee S e l f  Concept T es t .
Hypothesis X X lll. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e re n c e s  among 
th e  s c a le s  o f  th e  M aladaptive Group.
Hypothesis XXIV. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f fe re n c e s  among 
th e  s c a le s  o f  th e  Loser Group.
Hypothesis XXV. There w i l l  be mean sco re  d i f f e r e n c e s  among 
th e  sca le s  o f  th e  I n te g r a to r  Group.
Hypothesis XXVI. There w i l l  be in te r a c t io n s  among th e  means 
o f  the  groups and s c a le s  o f  th e  Tennessee S e l f  Concept S ca le .
The .05 le v e l  o f  s ig n i f i c a n c e  w i l l  be th e  minimum re q u ire d  to  
r e j e c t  th e  n u l l  form o f  th e  re s e a rc h  h y p o th es is .
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METHOD
S e t t in g  Of th e  Study 
The p re s e n t  s tudy w i l l  be conducted a t  Tecumseh S ta te  School 
f o r  g i r l s .  Although a g i r l  may have been decla red  d e lin q u en t fo r  
o ffen ses  rang ing  from tru an cy , o r  waywardness, to  s h o p l i f t i n g ,  or 
o c c a s io n a l ly  even murder, most o f  the  g i r l s  a t  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n  are  
committed f o r  "being out o f  control." This term i s  u su a l ly  a 
euphemism f o r  sexual a c t in g  ou t .  The average number o f  g i r l s  in  
th e  school v a r ie s  throughout th e  y ear  bu t the  census i s  u su a l ly  
around 128. The g i r l s  a re  housed in  f iv e  co ttages  which a re  ad­
m in is te re d  by a co ttage  committee c o n s is t in g  o f  a c o -o rd in a to r ,  
s o c ia l  worker, and a c h ie f  h o u sep a ren t ,  who a re  c o l l e c t i v e ly  r e ­
sp o n s ib le  f o r  the  g i r l ' s  d a i ly  r o u t in e .  Each member o f  t h i s  com­
m it te e  i n t e r a c t s  r e g u la r ly  w ith  th e  g i r l s  on an in d iv id u a l  and a 
group b a s i s ,a n d ,  th e r e f o r e ,  know th e se  g i r l s  very w e l l .  The 
th e r a p e u t i c  program i s  c a r r ie d  out by t h i s  committee and i n t e r ­
d i s c i p l i n a r y  s t a f f  comprised o f  p sy c h o lo g is ts ,  s o c ià l  workers and 
te a c h e r s .  A ll  s t a f f  members work in  con junction  w ith  th e  s u p e r in ­
ten d en t  in  c a r ry in g  out th e  r e h a b i l i t a t i v e  and th e ra p e u t ic  programs,
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S e le c t io n  o f  S ub jec ts  
Three groups o f  g i r l s  w i l l  be s e le c te d  as su b je c ts  on the 
b a s is  o f  (1) p e e r  group and [2) co ttag e  committee nominations.
Two s e t s  o f  p ee r  group r a t in g  forms w i l l  be adm in is tered  to  a l l  
th e  g i r l s  in  th e  f iv e  c o t ta g e s .  One r a t in g  form i s  designed to  
i d e n t i f y  those  g i r l s  who are most l ik e  and those  who a re  l e a s t  l ik e  
a t h e o r e t i c a l  M aladaptive p re sen te d  in  a paragraph about a g i r l  
names Linda. The o th e r  r a t i n g  form i s  designed to  id e n t i f y  g i r l s  
who a re  most l i k e  and those  l e a s t  l i k e  a th e o r e t i c a l  Loser p re ­
sen ted  in  a paragraph about a g i r l  named Mona. With the  exception  
o f a change o f  names th e  p eer  group r a t i n g  forms a re  co n s tru c ted  
to  make th e  d e s c r ip t io n  congruent w ith  th e  conception o f  the  
M aladaptive and Loser u t i l i z e d  by Kelton in  h is  s tu d y . Below the  
model paragraph w i l l  be a l i s t  o f  names o f  the  g i r l s  l iv in g  in  the  
r a t e r ' s  p a r t i c u l a r  c o t ta g e .  T here fo re , the  format w i l l  be th e  same 
f o r  a l l  r a t i n g  forms b u t  a p a r t i c u l a r  g i r l  w i l l  r a t e  only peers  
l iv in g  in  h e r  own c o t ta g e .
I n s t r u c t io n s  f o r  id e n t i f y in g  th e  M aladaptive and Loser w i l l  
be i d e n t i c a l  f o r  th e  two p arag raphs . I n s t ru c t io n s  fo r  th e  Maladap­
t i v e  form re q u i r e  t h a t  th e  s u b je c t  f i r s t  read th e  model paragraph 
and from th e  l i s t  o f  names (1) c i r c l e  th e  names o f  the  f iv e  g i r l s  
who were most l i k e  Linda and (2) u n d e r l in e  the  names o f  the  f iv e  
g i r l s  who were l e a s t  l i k e  Linda. For th e  Loser form the  i n s t r u c ­
t io n s  r e q u i r e  t h a t  th e  s u b je c t  f i r s t  read th e  model paragraph and 
from the  l i s t  o f  names (1) c i r c l e  the  names o f  th e  f iv e  g i r l s  who
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are  most l ik e  Mona and (2) u n d e r l in e  th e  names of th e  f iv e  g i r l s  who 
are  l e a s t  l ik e  Mona.
The Loser paragraph w i l l  be adm in is tered  f i r s t  and the  Mala­
dap tiv e  paragraph adm in is te red  the fo llow ing day. Each o f  th e  g i r l s  
w i l l  work in d iv id u a l ly  in the  co ttage  a r e a ,  and w i l l  be monitored to  
avoid d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  paragraphs during the  r a t i n g .  Using the 
same fo rm at, r a t in g s  w i l l  be obta ined  from the  th r e e  members of each 
c o ttag e  committee. A ll  th e  r a t in g s  fo r  each form w i l l  be obtained 
s im u ltaneous ly . T h e re fo re ,  n e i t h e r  th e  g i r l s  nor t h e  co ttage  com­
m it te e  can d iscu ss  t h e i r  r a t in g s  with ano ther  p e rso n .
The r a t i n g  forms from th e  g i r l s  and co ttage  committee were ta b u ­
la te d  in  terms o f  th e  number o f  votes each g i r l  re c e iv e d  as being 
most and l e a s t  l i k e  th e  th e o r e t i c a l  g i r l  d e sc r ib ed . In o rd e r  f o r  a 
g i r l  to  q u a l i fy  as a s u b je c t  in  the  s tudy th re e  c r i t e r i a  w i l l  be 
met. These c r i t e r i a  a re :
(1) Each s u b je c t  w i l l  be among th o se  g i r l s  who r e ­
ceived the  f iv e  h ig h e s t  number o f  votes  as 
be ing  e i t h e r  most or l e a s t  l i k e  th e  g i r l s  d e ­
s c r ib e d  in  th e  model paragraph.
C2) Each s u b je c t  w i l l  be among those  g i r l s  who r e ­
ceived a minimum of two o f  th e  p o s s ib le  t h r e e  
nominations from her c o ttag e  committee as be ing  
e i t h e r  most o r  l e a s t  l ik e  the  g i r l s  d e sc r ib ed  
in  th e  model paragraph . In o th e r  words, bo th  
th e  g i r l s  and the  c o ttag e  committee w i l l  have 
to  be in  h igh  agreement as to  who i s  most o r  
l e a s t  l i k e  a  p a r t i c u l a r  paragraph.
(3) Of th e  g i r l s  meeting the  f i r s t  two c r i t e r i a ,  
th e  f iv e  g i r l s  found to  have th e  h ig h e s t  p e r ­
centage  o f  p e e r  nom inations, r e g a rd le s s  o f  
c o t ta g e ,  and being  most l ik e  a p a r t i c u l a r  p a r a ­
graph w i l l  be s e le c te d  as the M aladaptives o r  
L o se rs .
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The f iv e  g i r l s  found to  have the  h ighest  
percen tage  o f  peer nom inations, re g a rd le ss  
o f  c o t ta g e ,  as being l e a s t  l ik e  the  two 
paragraphs w i l l  be s e le c te d  as I n te g r a to r s .
Nominations fo r  the  M -In teg ra to r ,  L -In te -  
g r a to r ,  and M L-Integrator groups w i l l  be 
combined in to  one group in t h i s  study. This
d ec is io n  was based on K e lto n 's  f ind ings  o f  a
h igh  degree o f  s i m i l a r i t y  among groups of 
the  T.S .C .S.
K e lto n 's  fo u r th  c r i te r io n  re q u i r in g  th a t  a l l  s u b jec ts  have a 
s ix th  grade read ing  lev e l  i s  no t f e a s ib le  a t  G i r l ' s  Town. A la rg e  
p ro p o r t io n  o f  the  g i r l s  have read ing  d i f f i c u l t i e s .  Consequently, 
th e  Tennessee S e l f  Concept Sca le  w i l l  be tape  recorded and admin­
i s t e r e d  a u d i t o r i a l l y  to  a l l  th r e e  groups.
T esting  o f  Subjec ts
The su b je c ts  in  a l l  th re e  groups w i l l  be given the  Tennessee
S e l f  Concept S ca le : C l in ic a l  and Research Form i t t s , 1965). This
s c a le  p re sen ts  one hundred s e l f  concept s ta tem ents  which th e  s u b je c t
may respond to  by p u t t in g  a c i r c l e  around one o f  t  :.e f iv e  numbers
which in d ic a te  the  s ta tem ent i s  (1) completely f a l s e  (2) mostly
f a l s e  (3) p a r t l y  f a l s e  and p a r t l y  t ru e  (4) mostly t ru e  (5) completely
t r u e  o f  h im se lf .  They w i l l  be t e s t e d  in  groups o f  f iv e  so th a t  each
s u b je c t  can be given in d iv id u a l  a t t e n t io n  and a s s is ta n c e  as n ecessa ry .
The s u b je c ts  in  th e se  groups w i l l  be randomized so th e  o rder o f
t e s t i n g  w i l l  no t fo llow  a r e g u la r  p a t te rn  in  terms o f  how they were
nominated. The t e s t i n g  room i s  q u ie t  and well equipped fo r  working.
The fo llow ing  in s t r u c t io n s  w i l l  be given v e rb a l ly .
The s ta tem en ts  you w i l l  hear  are  to  he lp  you 
d e sc r ib e  y o u rs e l f  as you see  y o u r s e l f .  Please  
respond to  them as i f  you were d e sc r ib in g  your­
s e l f  to  y o u rs e l f .  Do n o t  omit any item!
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L is ten  t o  each s ta tem ent c a r e f u l ly ;  then 
s e l e c t  one o f  the  fo llow ing f iv e  responses:
_ Completely Mostly P a r t ly  False  Mostly Completely 
Responses: p a ise  and True True
P a r t ly  True
Do no t omit any item . On your answer sh e e t ,  
put a c i r c l e  around th e  response you chose.
I f  you want to  change an answer a f t e r  you 
have c i r c l e d  i t ,  do no t e ra se  i t  but pu t an 
X mark through the  response and then c i r c l e  
th e  response  you want. Remember, put a 
c i r c l e  around the response number you have 
chosen f o r  each s ta tem en t.  When the re co rd e r  
i s  tu rn ed  on you w i l l  hear each item  rep ea ted  
2 t im es ,  w ith  time allowed f o r  your choice 
b e fo re  th e  next item  i s  heard . Are th e re  any 
q u e s t io n s  concerning th e  response choices?
Time w i l l  be allow ed fo r  a l l  s u b je c ts  t o  in d ic a te  i f  they understood
th e  in s t r u c t i o n s  and to  re read  th e  response choices u n t i l  they
thoroughly  unders tood  them.
Experimental Design 
Twenty of  th e  tw en ty -n ine  v a r ia b le s  on th e  Tennessee S e l f  Con­
cept Scale  were s e le c te d  fo r  s tudy  in th e  p re se n t  re sea rc h .  This 
d a ta  w i l l  be  analyzed  in a s p l i t - p l o t  f a c t o r i a l  design with non-re-  
peated  measurements on one v a r ia b le  and rep ea ted  measures on the  
o th e r  v a r ia b le  (K irk , 1968).
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Tables o f  Raw Data
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T a b l e  1.









C o n flic t
X var.
Total 
P o s i t iv e  
X v ar .
M aladaptives 51.4 11.44 53.8 210.16 51.6 106.64 34.0 88.4
In te g ra to r s 54.2 107.76 70 271.6 58.8 98.16 37.6 64.64
Losers 53.6 31.04 63.8 167.36 64.8 86.96 30.6 15.44
Group
Row 1 Row 2 Row 3 Col. A
X v a r . X v a r . X v a r . X v a r .
M aladaptives 37.6 209.84 32 36.8 35.8 103.86 44.6 262.64
In te g ra to r s 34.6 76.24 42.2 132.16 35.8 25.36 44.2 137.36
Losers 32.2 40.96 32.8 8.56 30.8 73.36 41.0 76.00
Col. B Col. C Col. D Col. E
Group
X var. X var. X v ar . X v a r .
M aladaptives 26.8 62.96 35.8 [284.96] 37 36.8 35 28.4
I n te g ra to r s 31.6 37.84 42 136.80 35.2 94.16 44.4 109.44
Losers 26.6 64.24 32.6 33.84 32.2 30.96 34.2 58.96
Group
T ota l
V a r i a b i l i t y OP GM Psy
X var. X v a r . X v a r . X v a r .
M aladaptives 61.2 77.76 36.4 27.04 67.2 12.56 63 112
In te g ra to r s 49.6 154.64 37.6 48.24 67.6 46.64 59.4 157.04








v a r . X
NDs
v a r .
M aladaptive 74.4 40.24 61.2 211.76 34.6 19.04 72 56
In te g ra to r s 68.2 45.76 59.2 86.96 42.2 [138.96] 70.4 34.64
Losers 73.8 34.56 65.4 26.64 29.2 60.16 72.8 94.96
37
T a b le  2.
RAW DATA OF LOSER GROUP 
(T-Score U nits)
Subj a c t S e l fC r i t ic ism  ̂ T/F
T ota l
C o n f l ic t
T o ta l







1 55 81 68 34 32 38 34
2 62 57 79 27 27 33 22
3 55 43 50 32 42 32 31
4 45 67 63 35 36 32 45
5 51 71 64 25 24 29 22
CCon't.)










V a r ia b i l i ty
1 44 22 32 40 42 57
2 26 26 35 32 25 65
3 42 17 32 35 44 66
4 53 41 41 31 27 67
5 40 27 23 23 33 66
(C o n 't . )
S ub jec t DP GM PSY PD N PI NDS
I 46 68 75 75 63 36 79
2 40 71 74 83 68 17 87
3 39 73 48 71 59 39 70
4 55 63 74 65 63 27 70
5 39 85 61 75 74 27 58
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T a b le  3 .
RAW DATA OF INTEGRATOR 
(T-Score U nits)
GROUP
Subj ect S e l fC r i t ic ism T/F
T ota l Total 







1 66 68 68 38 34 46 37
2 45 81 57 31 31 32 30
3 41 46 41 S3 47 62 44
4 66 61 60 33 41 30 37
5 S3 94 68 33 21 41 31











V a r ia b i l i ty
1 41 32 46 34 51 43
2 36 28 31 36 33 53
3 61 39 63 53 60 44
4 54 22 33 26 45 72
5 29 37 37 27 33 36
(C o n 't . )
S ubjec t DP GM PSY PD N PI NDS
1 44 68 55 70 56 59 67
2 49 72 77 72 60 44 69
3 58 57 53 56 45 47 62
4 37 64 42 76 61 23 76
5 50 77 70 67 74 38 78
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T able  4 .
RAW DATA OF MALADAPTIVE GROUP 
(T-Score Units)
S ub jec t S e l fC r i t ic i s m T/F
T ota l
C o n fl ic t
To ta l







1 53 49 66 26 26 25 30
2 52 32 43 27 20 29 30
3 45 57 46 52 61 43 56
4 52 56 41 33 36 33 33
5 55 76 62 32 45 30 30
(C o n 't . )










V a r ia b i l i ty
1 22 26 18 35 39 62
2 33 19 31 26 28 48
3 69 39 68 42 43 66
4 46 32 30 40 32 56
5 53 18 32 42 32 74
(C o n 't . )
Subjec t DP GM PSY PD N PI NDS
1 33 71 80 82 73 28 78
2 35 72 64 73 74 32 76
3 46 64 66 64 34 36 64
4 37 65 57 73 65 41 62
5 31 64 48 80 60 36 80
40
TABLE 5 .
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE
Source o f  V a r ia t io n SS df MS F P*
1. Between S u b j : 2270 14
2. A (Groups) 313 2 2 5 6 .5 [ | j 1.51 >.05
3. S u b j: W/Groups 1957 12 163
4. Within Subj. 89955 285 315.63
5. B (S ca les) 62133 19 3 2 7 . 0 l [ i j 3.11 >.05
6. AB 3904 38 1 0 2 . 7 l [ i j .98 >.05
7. BX Subj: W/Groups 23919 228 1 0 4 . 9 0 [ ^
8. TOTAL 92225 299
C r i t i c a l  Values
F.05 (2,12) = 3.89 
F.Ol (2 ,12) = 6.93 
F.05 (1,12) = 4.75) 
F.Ol (1,12) = 9.33)
*P = Two T a i le d  T es t
APPENDIX I I I
D esc r ip t io n  o f  th e  Tennessee S e l f  Concept Scale: 
C l in i c a l  and Research Form
41
Des c r ip t io n  o f  th e  Tennessee S e l f  Concept Scale 
The Tennessee S e l f  Concept Scale  has been w ell s tan d a rd ized  
and i s  m u lt i-d im en s io n a l  in  i t s  d e s c r ip t i o n  o f  the  s e l f  concept. Be­
cause o f  i t s  complexity and re lev an ce  to  the  p re sen t  s tudy  some ex­
p la n a t io n  o f  the  scores  and d a ta  w i l l  be h e lp f u l .  For a more complete 
d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  in s trum en t the  re a d e r  i s  r e f e r r e d  to  F i t t s  (1965).
The Tennessee S e l f  Concept S c a le ,  C l in ic a l  and Research Form, 
p rov ides  a p r o f i l e  sh ee t  w ith  tw en ty -n ine  v a r ia b le s .  Twenty o f  these  
s c a le s  were used  in  t h i s  s tudy  and a  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  them w i l l  fo llow .
The S e l f  C r i t ic is m  Score (SC). This s c a le  i s  composed of 
m ild ly  d e ro g a to ry  s ta tem en ts  t h a t  most people admit as be ing  t r u e  o f  
them. In d iv id u a ls  who deny most o f  th e se  s ta tem en ts  a re  considered  as 
be ing  d e fe n s iv e  and making a d e l ib e r a t e  e f f o r t  to  p re s e n t  a fav o rab le  
p i c tu r e  o f  them selves . High sco res  g e n e ra l ly  in d ic a te  a norm al, 
h e a l th y  openness and a c a p a c i ty  f o r  s e l f  c r i t i c i s m .  Extremely high 
sco res  (above th e  59th p e r c e n t i l e )  i n d ic a te  th a t  the  in d iv id u a l  may 
be lack ing  i n  defenses and may in  f a c t  be p a th o lo g ic a l ly  undefended. 
Low sco res  i n d i c a t e  de fensiveness  and sugges t th a t  th e  P o s i t iv e  Scores 
a re  a r t i f i c a l l y  e lev a ted  by t h i s  d e fens iveness  ( F i t t s ,  1965).
The P o s i t iv e  Scores ( ? ) . The o v e ra l l  s e l f  concept " . . .  i s  r e ­
f l e c t e d  in  th e  T otal P o s i t iv e  Score which in d ic a te s  the  p e rs o n 's  gen­
e r a l  le v e l  o f  s e l f - e s te e m .  T h is ,  in  t u r n ,  i s  p a r t i t i o n e d  in to  a 3 x 5 
m atr ix  o f  su b sc o re s .  The th re e  rows a re  concerned w ith how the  i n ­
d iv id u a l  d e sc r ib e s  h im se lf"  (Hamner, 1968, p . 3 ) .  Row 1 re p re se n ts
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the  i n d iv id u a l ' s  Basic  I d e n t i ty  or "what he i s "  as he pe rce ives  him­
s e l f  a t  the  most b a s ic  l e v e l .  Row 2 g ives a measure o f  S e l f  S a t i s f a c ­
t io n  with h i s  b a s ic  i d e n t i t y  o r  how the  in d iv id u a l  accep ts  h im self .
Row 3 d ea ls  with the  i n d iv id u a l ' s  concept o f  h im se lf  as r e f l e c t e d  in  
h is  own Behavior. "The th re e  rows then may be seen as focusing  on 
(1) 'what he i s '  ( 2) 'How he f e e l s  about i t '  and (3) 'What he d o e s . ' "  
(Hamner, 1968, p. 4 ) .
The f iv e  columns r e l a t e  to  the  frames o f  re fe re n c e  the  i n d i v i ­
dual uses to  d e sc r ib e  h im se lf .
Column A: Physical S e lf
Column B: M ora l-E th ica l S e l f
Column C: Personal S e l f  (Personal s e l f -w o r th ,  psycho­
lo g ic a l  t r a i t s  and c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s )
Column D: Family S e l f  ( s e l f  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  prim ary
s o c ia l  group, fam ily and c lo se  f r ie n d s )
Column E; Soc ia l  S e l f  (S e lf  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  secondary
s o c ia l  group)
T otal V a r i a b i l i t y  S co re . The t o t a l  V a r i a b i l i t y  sco re  p rovides 
a simple measure o f  th e  amount o f  v a r i a b i l i t y ,  o r  in c o n s is te n c y ,  from 
one a rea  o f  s e l f  p e rc ep t io n  to  ano ther .  I t  re p re se n ts  the t o t a l  amount 
o f  v a r i a b i l i t y  f o r  th e  e n t i r e  reco rd . High scores  mean t h a t  the  p e rs o n 's  
s e l f  concept i s  so v a r ia b le  from one a rea  t o  ano ther  as to  r e f l e c t  l i t t l e  
u n i ty  o r  in t e g r a t io n .  "High sco r in g  persons tend  to  compartmentalize 
c e r t a in  a reas  o f  s e l f  and view th e se  a reas  q u i te  a p a r t  from the  rem ainder
o f  s e l f .  Well in t e g r a te d  people g e n e ra l ly  sco re  below the  mean on th e se
sco res  bu t above th e  f i r s t  p e r c e n t i l e "  ( F i t t s ,  1965, p. 3).
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The T rue-F a lse  R atio  fT/F~). This i s  a measure o f  response s e t  
o r  response b i a s .  I t  i s  ” . . .  an in d ic a t io n  o f  whether the  s u b je c t ' s  
approach to  th e  ta s k  invo lves  any s trong  tendency t o  agree o r  d isagree  
r e g a rd le s s  o f  item  co n ten t"  ( F i t t s ,  1965, p. 3 ). Considered from the  
framework of s e l f  theo ry
. . .  high T/F Scores in d ic a te  the  in d iv id u a l  i s  achieving s e l f  
d e f i n i t i o n  o r  s e l f  d e s c r ip t io n  by focusing  on what he i s  and i s  r e l a ­
t i v e l y  unable to  accomplish the  same th in g  by e l im in a t in g  or  r e je c t in g  
what he i s  n o t .  Low T/F Scores would mean the exact o p p o s ite ,  and 
sco res  in  the  middle ranges would in d ic a te  th a t  the  s u b je c t  achieves 
s e l f  d e f i n i t i o n  by a more balanced employment o f  both  te n d en c ie s— a f ­
f irm ing  what i s  s e l f  and e l im in a tin g  what i s  not s e l f  ( F i t t s ,  1965, p. 
4 ) .
The T o ta l  C o n f l ic t  S co re . Statements about th e  s e l f  may be 
p re sen te d  in  e i t h e r  p o s i t i v e  o r  neg a tiv e  te rm s.
Thus, i t  i s  one th in g  to  say ' I conside r m yself a sloppy p e rso n , '  
and q u i te  an o th er  to  say , ' I l ik e  to  look n ic e  and n e a t  a l l  th e  t im e . '  
The s u b je c t  who tends  to  d e sc r ib e  h im se lf  by a ff irm in g  h i s  p o s i t iv e  
a t t r i b u t e s  bu t f in d s  d i f f i c u l t y  in  denying n ega tive  q u a l i t i e s  might 
answer "Mostly t r u e "  to  both  item s. On th e  o th e r  hand, the  person who 
tends to  deny n e g a t iv e  t r a i t s  bu t sees l i t t l e  p o s i t i v e  about h im se lf  
might answer "Mostly f a l s e "  to  bo th . In e i t h e r  case  th e re  i s  a con­
f l i c t  between h i s  responses  to  p o s i t iv e  and n eg a tiv e  i t e m s . . . .  In 
o rd e r  to  g ive  an a b so lu te  measure o f  amount o f  such c o n f l i c t  w ithout 
reg a rd  to  d i r e c t io n  the  p o s i t iv e -n e g a t iv e  d i f f e r e n c e s  are summed non- 
a l g e b r a i c a l l y . This y ie ld s  a Total C o n f l ic t  Score (Hamner, 1968, p. 5 ) .
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In g iv ing  an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of th e  T o ta l  C o n f l ic t  Score F i t t s  
(1965) s t a t e s .
High scores  in d ic a te  confusion , c o n t ra d ic t io n ,  and genera l  con­
f l i c t  in  s e l f  p e rc e p t io n .  Low sco res  have th e  opposite  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  
but extrem ely low sco res  (below the  red  l in e  on the  P r o f i l e  Sheet) have 
a d i f f e r e n t  meaning. The person w ith  such low scores  i s  p re sen t in g  
such an extrem ely t i g h t  and r i g i d  s e l f  d e s c r ip t io n  th a t  i t  becomes 
su sp ec t  as an a r t i f i c i a l  de fens ive  s te reo ty p e  r a th e r  than  h i s  t ru e  s e l f  
image [p. 4 ] .
The T ota l C o n f l ic t  Score i s  a  r e f l e c t i o n  o f  c o n f l i c t i n g  r e ­
sponses to  p o s i t iv e  and n eg a tiv e  item s w ith in  the  same a re a  o f  s e l f  
p e rc e p t io n .  This sco re  should  no t be confused w ith th e  T o ta l  V a r ia b i l i ty  
Score which r e f l e c t s  f lu c tu a t io n s  from one a rea  o f  s e l f  p e rc ep t io n  to  
an o ther .
The Em pirical S c a le s . S ix  o f  the  s c a le s  on th e  Tennessee S e lf  
Concept Sca le  have been e m p ir ic a l ly  d e r iv ed . These s ix  s c a l e s ,  on 
o rd e r  o f  t h e i r  appearance on th e  P r o f i l e  S h ee t ,  are as fo llo w s: The
D efensive P o s i t iv e  Sca le  (DP), th e  General Maladjustment Scale  (GM), 
th e  Psychosis Scale (PSY), the  P e rs o n a l i ty  D isorder Sca le  (PD), the 
N eurosis Scale (N), and th e  P e rso n a l i ty  In te g ra t io n  Sca le  ( P I ) . Hamner 
(1968) r e p o r t s ,  "The Psy, N, and PD Scales s u c c e s s fu l ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  
normals from p sy c h o t ic s ,  n e u r o t ic s ,  and so c io p a th s ,  r e s p e c t iv e ly  and 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  th e se  groups from each o th e r” [p. 6].
The Number o f  Deviant Signs (NOS) S co re . The g e n e ra l  p r i n c i ­
p le  in  sco r in g  the  NDS i s  to  count one dev ian t s ign  f o r  eacli sco re  th a t
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d e v ia te s  beyond i t s  s p e c i f i e d  normal l im i t s  and to  add an a d d i t io n a l  
dev ian t s ig n  fo r  each s tan d a rd  d e v ia t io n  by which any score  exceeds 
i t s  l i m i t s .  F i t t s  s t a t e s  " th e  NDS Score i s  the  S c a le 's  b e s t  index o f  
p sy ch o lo g ica l  d is tu rb a n ce "  ( F i t t s ,  1965, p. 5 ) .
APPENDIX IV
SELF CONCEPT STATEMENTS FROM TENNESSEE SELF CONCEPT SCALE; 
CLINICAL AND RESEARCH FORM
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1. I have a h ea lth y  body .................................................................
3. I am an a t t r a c t i v e  person  .........................................................
5. I conside r  m yself a s loppy person .......................................
19. I am a decent s o r t  o f  p e rs o n ....................................................
21. I am an honest person .................................................................
23. I am a bad person ..........................................................................
37. I am a ch ee rfu l  p e r s o n .................................................................
39. I am a calm and easy going person ......................................
41. I am a nobody ....................................................................................
55. I have a fam ily  t h a t  would always h e lp  me in  any kind
o f  t r o u b l e ............................................................................................
57. I am a member o f  a happy fam ily  ...........................................
59. My f r ie n d s  have no confidence in  me ..................................
73. I am a f r ie n d ly  p e rs o n ..................................................................
75. I am po p u la r  with men ..................................................................
77. I am n o t  i n t e r e s t e d  in  what o th e r  people  do .................
91. I do n o t  always t e l l  the  t r u t h ...............................................
93. I get angry sometimes ................................................................
2. I l i k e  to  look n ic e  and n e a t  a l l  th e  time ......................
4. I am f u l l  o f  aches and p a i n s ....................................................
6. I am a s ic k  p e rso n ..........................................................................
20. I am a r e l ig io u s  person  .............................................................
22. I am a moral f a i l u r e ......................................................................
24. I am a m orally  weak p e r s o n ........................................................
38. I have a l o t  o f  s e l f - c o n t r o l ....................................................
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40. I am a h a te f u l  person .......................................................................
42. I am lo s in g  my mind .........................................................................
56. I am an im portan t person to  my f r ie n d s  and family . . .
58. I am not loved by my fam ily .........................................................
60. I f e e l  th a t  my fam ily d o e s n ' t  t r u s t  me..................................
74. I am po p u la r  w ith women .................................................................
76. I am mad a t the  whole world ........................................................
78. I am hard  to  be f r i e n d ly  w ith  ....................................................
92. Once in  a w hile  I th in k  o f  th in g s  too bad to  t a lk  about
94. Sometimes, when I am not f e e l in g  w e l l ,  I am cross . . .
7. I am n e i th e r  too f a t  nor too  th in  ...........................................
9. I l ik e  my looks j u s t  the  way they  are  ...................................
11. I would l ik e  to  change some p a r t s  o f  by body.....................
25. I am s a t i s f i e d  w ith  my moral behav io r  ..................................
27. I am s a t i s f i e d  w ith  my r e la t io n s h ip  to  God..........................
29. I ought to  go to  church more........................................................
43. I am s a t i s f i e d  to  be j u s t  what I am .......................................
45. I am j u s t  as n ic e  as I should b e ...............................................
47. I de sp ise  m y s e l f ..................................................................................
61. I am s a t i s f i e d  w ith my fam ily r e la t io n s h ip s  ......................
63. I unders tand  my fam ily as w ell as I sh o u ld ..........................
65. I should  t r u s t  my fam ily  more ....................................................
79. I am as so c ia b le  as I want to  b e ...............................................
81. I t r y  t o  p le a se  o th e r s ,  but I d o n ' t  overdo i t  .................
83. I am no good a t  a l l  from a s o c ia l  s ta n d p o in t .....................
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95. I do not l ik e  everyone I know ........................................................
97. Once in  a w h ile , I laugh a t  a  d i r t y  j o k e ...................................
8. I am n e i th e r  too  t a l l  n o r  too  s h o r t  ............................................
10. I d o n ' t  f e e l  as w ell as I sh o u ld ....................................................
12. I should have more sex appeal ........................................................
26. I am as r e l ig io u s  as I want to  be ..................................................
28. I wish I could be more t ru s tw o r th y .................................................
30. I s h o u ld n 't  t e l l  so many l i e s  ..........................................................
44. I am as smart as I want to  be ..........................................................
46. I am not the  person I would l ik e  to  b e .......................................
48. I wish I d i d n ' t  give up as e a s i ly  as I do ...............................
62. I t r e a t  my p a ren ts  as w ell as I should (Use p a s t  ten se  i f
p a re n ts  a re  no t l iv in g )  ......................................................................
64. I am too s e n s i t i v e  to  th in g s  my fam ily  s a y ..............................
66. I should  love my fam ily  more............................................................
80. I am s a t i s f i e d  with th e  way I t r e a t  o th e r  p e o p le .................
82. I should  be more p o l i t e  to  o th e rs  ...............................................
84. I ought to  ge t along b e t t e r  with o th e r  people .....................
96. 1 gossip  a l i t t l e  a t  t im e s .........................................................
98. At tim es I f e e l  l ik e  swearing ........................................................
13. I take  good care  o f  m yself p h y s ic a l ly  ......................................
15. I t r y  to  be c a r e fu l  about my appearance ..................................
17. I o f te n  a c t  l i k e  I am " a l l  thumbs"...............................................
31. I am t r u e  to  my r e l ig io n  in  my everyday l i f e ........................
55. I t r y  to  change when I know I 'm  doing th in g s  t h a t  a re
w r o n g ............................................................................................................. ...
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35. I sometimes do very  bad th i n g s ....................................................
49. I can always tak e  care  o f  m yself in  any s i t u a t i o n  . . .
51. I ta k e  th e  blame fo r  th in g s  w ithout g e t t in g  mad . . . .
53. I do th in g s  w ithou t th in k in g  about them f i r s t  .................
67. I t r y  to  p la y  f a i r  w ith  my f r ie n d s  and f a m i l y .....................
69. I ta k e  a r e a l  i n t e r e s t  in  my family.............................................
71. I g ive  in  to  my p a re n ts .  (Use p a s t  ten se  i f  p a re n ts  are
not l iv in g )  ................................................................................................
85. I t r y  to  unders tand  the  o th e r  f e l lo w 's  p o in t  o f  view. . .
87. I g e t  along w e ll  w ith  o th e r  p e o p le ...............................................
89. I do n o t  fo rg iv e  o the rs  e a s i l y ........................................................
99. I would r a t h e r  win than lo se  in  a game......................................
14. I f e e l  good most o f  th e  t im e ............................................................
16. I do p o o r ly  in  s p o r ts  and games ...................................................
18. I am a poor s l e e p e r  .............................................................................
32. I do what i s  r i g h t  most o f  th e  time ...........................................
34. I sometimes use  u n f a i r  means to  ge t a h e a d .....................   . .
36. I have t ro u b le  doing th e  th ings  th a t  a re  r i g h t ......................
50. I so lv e  my problems q u i te  e a s i l y ....................................................
52. I change my mind a l o t ..........................................................................
54. I t r y  to  run away from my problem s................................................
68. I do my sh are  o f  work a t  home .........................................................
70. I q u a r r e l  w ith  my fa m ily ......................................................................
72. I do no t a c t  l i k e  my fam ily th in k s  I should  ..........................
86. I see good p o in t s  in  a l l  th e  people I m eet...............................
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88. I do n o t  f e e l  a t  ease  w ith o th e r  people ...........................
90. I f in d  i t  hard  to  t a l k  with s t r a n g e r s  ...............................
100. Once in  a w hile  I pu t o f f  u n t i l  tomorrow what I ought 
t o  do today ........................................................................................
